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Dear Sir: 

These Remarks and Interview Summaries are being submitted concurrently with the 
filing of a Request for Continued Examination ("RCE"). Applicants have submitted this RCE 
to permit consideration of the arguments made in Applicants' Request for Reconsideration 
After Final Office Action filed on November 7, 2008 ("Request for Reconsideration"). 

In Applicants' Amendment and Response to Final Action filed on June 3, 2008, 
Applicants amended Claims 1 and 1 8 to address the issues discussed with Examiners 
Mansfield and Boyce during the telephone interview on May 22, 2008. Subsequently, the 
Final Office Action of September 10, 2008 ("Final Office Action"), rejecting Claims 1-30 as 
unpatentable over newly-cited references, was issued. Applicants then filed the above- 
mentioned Request for Reconsideration, in which Applicants argued both that the finality of 
the Final Office Action was premature and that the pending claims were patentable over the 
newly-cited references. 

On November 19, 2008, a telephone interview was conducted in which the 
undersigned and Examiners Bayat and Mansfield discussed Applicants' argument in the 
Request for Reconsideration that the finality of Final Office Action was premature. Examiner 
Bayat indicated that Applicants' argument against finality was not persuasive, and that the 
finality of the Final Office Action would be maintained. The foregoing constitutes a 
complete summary of the November 19, 2008 telephone interview pursuant to MPEP 
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§713.04. 

On December 2, 2008, an Advisory Action was issued, noting that Applicants' 
proposed amendments were entered and stating that the Request for Reconsideration did not 
place the application in condition for allowance because the finality of the Final Office Action 
was not premature. The Advisory Action was discussed in more detail during a second 
telephone interview between the undersigned and Examiner Mansfield on December 4, 2008. 
During the telephone interview, Examiner Mansfield indicated to the undersigned that the 
arguments for patentability presented in the Request for Reconsideration to distinguish the 
claimed subject matter from the newly-cited references were not considered in determining 
that the Request for Reconsideration did not place the application in condition for allowance. 
The foregoing constitutes a complete summary of December 4, 2008 the telephone interview 
pursuant to MPEP §713.04. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims are patentable at least in view 
of the arguments in the previously-filed Request for Reconsideration. Accordingly, 
Applicants submit that the present application is in condition for allowance and the same is 
respectfully requested. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned at (919) 
854-1400 for resolution of any outstanding issues. 
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